Dear Harry, 1/24/91 

Now that the current is back on thi3 early morning, I return to your l/l2. First 
with the request that you do not refer any more people like wilier to me to respond, to 
what requires aearchds through my files. I'm just not ujb to it and I 
tfee time explaining to him why I could not do what he asked and then telling him who 
can, etc. , "wasted that much time for me. L^W Xlu-0 . 

*ou begin your letter repeating that you cannot understand my writing. I am not 
at all offended by this but it is one of t/le reasons I encourage you to ask yourself 
about your state of mind. You shoulc^eo the letters I get from the uneducated who do 
understand. Xven kids. You have talked yoprself into sometiiing and I think it is in your 
interest to try to fathom what that is. My first book, several chapters <pf which are 
important to you, was runner-up for the mystery writers award of 1966 - and 1 had 
nothing to do with it at all. I did not eneter it, did not even know that the award 
exists^When I asked Sylvia Meagher to please edit the second part of Posj/"Mortem as soon 
as it was drafted she described it as a tour d8 force. I've had to publish rought drafts 
but you are the only person in perhaps 't 20, (XX) who liavo written me who has said what 
you say. 

^our second paragaph prompts me to suggest the samti thing for perhaps a different 
reason. You say that what I wrote Morrissey about your book is libel. First of all that 
is childish and ridiculous. Second, do you think you'd frighten me? Silly. And then the 
words you quote and marked in his letter. They care precisely what I've told ylu countless 
times, without any response at all until later in this letter when you say that the world 
has criminals. See your page 4. If you say that to people who are not fools they'll think 
ybu a fool or worse. Y ou are an experienced writer, whether or not you know what libel is, 
and. you should have learned by now that writers liave to stand with; face Ir live with what 
they have written, means defend;/ it if they are questioned. 

In the fourth ^rafyou say tiiat the nonsense Gary Shaw told t^ou is confidential. I've 
highlighted that to see to it that it remains confidontial.With the boys back from Dallas 
you should by now know the truth. From all we know it siApl^ was not possible for the 

Secret Service to take pictures of JFK in rhe Dallas emergency room. If they'd had any 

reason to they were never alone with the body and others would have known. CiW / 

In thepenult graf on the first page you ask me why the snull X-rays are incompatible 
with the photos of the face. Assuming that they are /"and I'm not an expert on X-rays and 
on the rare occasions when I wanted to know their meaning I consulted a radiologistj, you 
seem to he to be making a number of assumptions , beginning with the assumption tJiat the 
bullets used are those of the official mythology. 

When I got your letter and read it I made a note of some pages I believe of Post 

Mortem where as I noW recall I did postulate that there was a head shot from the front: 

141,379,579. 592. Use the index. There may be more. (l have 575 twice so there may be 
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another page, like perhaps 578. I have a fairly cfeear recolletion of 579 because as seen 
jias read it I was reminded of having written some thing a-tm-Mar and oould not 
remember where it is. 

approach was different. As you know - well first I'll say what I may not have 
told you, although I think I did. After the urologist was treated as a pathologist and 
after hid treating a bullet like a salami and slicigg it, for all the world as thou gh 
that could have gscfctimxHHy had any meaning, with all the resultant publicity and the tonri 
publicity it was, the Archives invited me to have a pathologist examine the film for 
me. I was the very first to ask to see that film. Jim Lesar's wife is a fine r pal£eloglst 
and I could have asked her. I declined the invitatiion because J, believed that my mere 
having this access would be used for Xe government propaganda. Perhaps I was wrong but 
that was my decision. And the reason for it. 

Unlike you, I did not begin with the assumption that any of the film was faked, and 


you know my reasons. Bhen I first read the Clark panel's report, and I was the first 
person outside the government to read it, even though it was in the wee hours after a 
long day, I saw immediately that it destroyed the official story and marked up those 
parts that do. This is the basis of the second part of Post Mortem. That report does 
confirm part of the autopsy report that took my attention when I first read it, as 1 ex- 
plain. Pirsjf I do not pretend to be an expert on ammunition but I have done some reading 
on it and I was in the past somewhat familial' with it and when young was a good shot. My 
first interest in what are called dumdums goes back to the 1950s and I know how they 
behave. When I farmed I had varmints to content/ with, as did my neighbors even mkre tliaV 
x . S 0 , I had some familiarity with what is called varminting ammo and how it behaves, how 
it is designed to behave. I was never a hunter but almost all nyTSxxjpT^eighbors then were 
and some of my present friedds are/. So I have from them some understanding of how that 
kind of ammo works. The literature explains the philosophy. I 'll gjjve you a short para- 
phrase, from recollection. 

Under the Geneva convention the nations agreed (i think the US was not signatory) 
that humane warfare required that ammo be designed to make a through-andpthrough wound, 
not to fragment dr become a dumdum, which was then outlawed in warfare. But when one 
varmints or hunts the intent He is to kill, and humane huntin^equjres that there nst 
be a tnrough— and— through wound but a fatal one, else the aniuaal might escape and languish 
in great pain and be handicapped so that it could suffer a long time before death. So those 

f 

kindtfof ammo are designed to fragment. Where mili^J ammo was required to have a hardened 
jacket .varminting and hunting ammo do not and commonly have much, much thinner jackets. The 
noses of some have no jacket at all. 

In general, this is referred to, in contrast to mill It ary or "hard" ammo, as "soft" 
ammo. Efcen the lead core is much softer th;in the relatively hardened lead alloy of military 



I 


y 


ammo. Dpengcjing on the manufacture, kind and design, and there ale many different kinds, 
this soft ammo is in effect a dumdum and it can and does deposit fragments of sizes tliat 
do vary but in general are small. 

I've just thought of something relating to a head shot from the front in my early 
writing, after I was able to examine the Zapruder film, the late spring of 1966. I included 
what Jf observed in Whitewash II but in reading the draft I feared it might not be believed 
as strongly as I'd put it and I weakened it, but it is there. So, having written the 
first book ti postulate a head shot from the front, I have believed that to be a fact 
for that many years and still do. 

Now the autopsy report says there were about 40 (dust-like particles in the head. 

That i3 as claf e to an absolute impossibility with hardened military nmrnr> a s you can get. 

So, from the tine I read that report, I was convinced that at least the shot that caused 
a head wound was very, very soft ammo. 

x ou did not know Dick Bernabei. He had a doctorate ind was a professor of c las sics 
ati^ yueens Uhiv. , ^ondon , Ontario until he died young. He was also a gun buff and had made 
a real study of guns and ammo. He gave me a detailed explanation of -he deposit of those 
many dust-like particles in the head. Without taking the time to try and locate tliat in a 
thick file, I'll try to explain that. He said tliat the pattern of these deposits visible 
in the X-ray(s) is conistent only with a sho£t from the front with very soft amiaon. "This 
is because they ade sort of clustered toward the front of the head and that is bedause they 
are so minute tha’J" on what amounts to an explosion in islact they have very little energy 
and can’t go far even in somethin,; as soft as brain tissue. This i3 the part I think I 
wrote about, attributing it to him, and can't now remember where. But if it is of in- 
terest to you when one of the boys is here they can did it out and| copy it. 

Dick was quite explicit in saying, as I now recall, two things that preclude that 

shot coming from the back. One is that they would not have had the energy to get that 

close to the front and the second it that the dispersal ajjjFpattorn would not have been so 
tight. Dr, if from the back, they'd have spread out more. 

There is another factor once one assumes that military ammo was not used. In general 
for an assassination small-caliber ammo is preferable. With a strong charge of powder, u 
which gives it greater velocity. The lighter weight of the small-caliber ammo and the stronger 
charge of powder gives a flatter trajectory and makes fir much more accurate shooting. As 
I now remember what Dick said, it is that for an assassination af Wetherby rifle with__*24$ 

.243 ammo would be ideal. This would make a very small hole on entering and with the ten- 

dency of the skin to draw up over the hole, it would appear to be even smaller and under 
some conditions might not be perceived except under close examination. 

I hole this makes it clear. jjT liave to suspend for a while now. 

In the couple of minutes before I le ve for the blood test, on your interest in lies 
by the autopsy prosectors, which came to mind when I was breakfasting, you'll remember that 
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several times when you were here I told you you should copy the Baltimore Sun interview 
with Boswell and the companion AP 3tory. This came about over an interest about which I 
consulted the then radiologist at the local hospital. You may remember that I printed the 
body chart in facsimile in my first book. It positions ter rear wound much lower than the 
doctors did for the Commission, tjet in the sketch substituted for pictures or the chart, 
the chart not being discussed at all and no questions about the location of this wound 
on it being asked by members or staff. I discussed this with the radiologist. He told 
me that wsth respect to locating it higher than it was, the scapula "is the floatingest 
bone in the body," and he illustrated its movement. B 

John Friedman, then a Sun reporter and a friend, and another then reporter, Hichard 
levine, decided to try to interview Boswell and then phoned me before Levine did inter- 
view Boswell. I primed him for the questioning. Levine phfned me i n great excitement 
when he left B&swell. I think it adds a dimension to the lying, one of the t hing s he 
told me and is in j/is story and I believe AP' s. 

Then something very strange happened. Lute that day Levine phoned me from the 
Sun office and accused iaf/of leaking what he had told me about the Boswell interview 
to the AP. I hadn't, of course, and if he'd stopped to think he' have realised that I 
would not launch any contrived and really irrational support of the official mythology , 
whicii is how played the story it ran. 

So, there is the question, how did the AP know? I can think of but two ways. One 
is that Boswell was not by himself, although Levine thought he was. Or one concerned 
about wha& he'd say saw The possibilities of how the AP would handle the story. The other 
is that Boswell, pleased with L evine's reaction, did it on his own or through someone to 
who /he spoke after levine left. Hither way, Befswell is involved iii fostering the myth- 
ology although he had to know what he was doing and what he'd said. 

what sticks in my mind relates to my interest in the body chart and its location 
of the wound on the back. Boswell, when levine questioned him about it- and you'll get 
his exact words in the story - said he just put the mark down without bothering to be 
eareful and the mark is in the wrong place. The reason he wasn't careful, he said, is that 
he did not think it was that important! 

He can't not have known that the autopsy is required to be accurate, whetiier or not 
a Brine is involved, and he can't be ignorant enough not to know that when there is a crime 

rs 

in which someone is killed that becomes basic evidence, its purpose, and must be precise. 

On the other hand, and I do not mean to exclude aJiything in this becuuse it works 
both ways, he insisted to Levine, which was long after the autopsy and he'd had tine to 
think, particularly because a few books were getting attention and he and his aaacoiates 
were being criticized in public, that that shot was exactly where they'd testified to the 
Commission that it was. Tliat he had to xjbw that this was a lie is proven by Barkley' s 
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certificate ofi death. If we do hot know whether Burkley located that wound where he 
did from personal observation of bk, being told by the prosectors, of the latter Boswell 
knew exactly where it was located and if the former, if Burkley, who was not a partici- 
pant saw it, Boswell, the participant, certainly had to. 

I remember pretty clearly that I mounted the Sun story inside a file folder, as in 
those cays J. somewtimes did with other things, to be certain not to dro^it when I used 
it on TV or before an audience. It will be easy to locate and copy. 

1 t0 What y ° U Say ^ the la3t ^ af 011 «» first page. What I know is as 

Li^aid early what * published. 

I do add emphasis to what I was trying to tell you when you provoked me and I said 
goodbye. You did see in their i960 report that xii the prosectors state without any equi- 
vocqtion that they saw five faagments in the n/ck area in the X-rays. Whether they b mou. 
fragments of bullet, which I believe is the thrust, or of bone, either way it makes liars 
Of them and utterly destroys the official account of the assassination. Their autopsy 

reP ° r L^ theitrte3til ' 10ny 18 that entered the back, exited the front, and struck 

nothingp-The only way those feagments can be accounted to is by a bullet striking bone. 

Ve are not 130171 witil fluorescentwdike fragments in out bodies. 

But without this most basic lie, that the bullet struck nothing but soft tissue, 
the single-bullet theory is impossible and thus the lone-assassin, no^onspirscy theory 
xs impossible because striking bone means mrks on even a hardened bullet and there are 
no such marks on it.In their testimony, because the Commission required for/ its precon- 
ception that no bone have been struck, they simply lied and satisfied the Commission. In ' 
this regard, if you can gring/your teeth and hike your britches up and read what I've 
referred you to in my first book, you'll see how Jpecter fabricated a case by asking the 
general question, not this bullet, doctor, any bullet, and then asking no more than can a 
bullet cause seven injuries. He was careful not to include the condition of the bullet and 
to be asking a general question^ In writing his part of the report, fee also lied in pre- 
tending that all the doctors he questioned gave "their testimony as relating to 399. 

■for full understanding of this entire matter remember that although the prosectors 
did not see the Undeveloped film they not only saw the X-rays- Ebersole expoained them. So 

without reasonable question they knew the night of the autopsy that those five fragments 
were there. “W 0. 

The first full graf on your second page is incorrect. I did not say that their 
autopsy report refers to those fragments. I said it didn't but the later one they made for 
Clark did. tyd Jt simply is not possible that they did not see those fragments because they 
are, as I say above, almost like fluorescence on X-rays, Ihey had Ebersole at least to ex- 
plain, if they required explanation, a ne/ they did see them on the same X-rays when they 
were asked to examine them and the pictures. If they were bone fragments almost the same 
is true. Particularly, among doctors, for pathologists. They had to know there were fragments 
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there the night of the autopsy. Period. 

i au have not told me your purpose in needing to know the lies they told but if 
you can separate yourself from your own theories long enough, ask yburself if they could 
have told two more deliberate lies about very simple evidence. Without those two lies 
the Warren Report could not have been written as it was, based as it was, and they could 
not possibly have concluded that there was no conspiracy. 

I know you have other interests, particularly about the head, but that is not nearly 
£|3 simple, as comprehensible , as unquestionable as these two lies® 

£ Sfi this regard repea/ that in Post Mortem I did fcall them liars, using that word, 
if not true that is libel, and I've not heard a peep from any of them. 

There are failings other than lies, but you asked only about lies, as you'll see 
if you can grit your teeth long enough, I also pointed out that they pretended to locate 
the wound in the one way it cannot be fixed, by relating it to two movable objects. 

In the graf on this page in which you say that in the phone conversation I told 
you that your pictures weee used in Kurope, I'd not seen what was used there then and it 
is you who told me tiiat your pictures were used by the Sunday Hail. 

I don't think I said anytiiing to Morrissey about you and the iiapruder film. I do 
not recall even mentioning that film to him. Or that he asked me about it. I only res- 
ponded to liis questions. 

i 0 u have it turned around in your last graf on page 3. I was trying to explain 
one thing to you and y$iu go into something else. Instead of paying attention to what £ 
was trying to explain. 

I am concerned about your state of mind in what you say on page 4. First you 
say what I told Morrissey about seeing no purpose and great risk In forging pictures that 
defeat the purpose of forging them, and then you say this si slander. I’m not persecuting 
you, I'm stating a belief from which I'V'e never varied, earlier with Hobert and since 
then with you. You next indicate that you regard tills as iravalid criticism, and you 
have not really answered tiiat question yet. Saying that the world is full of people who 
commit crimes is not an answer. 

Yet you next accuse me of ciiaracter assassination for asking that question. Come 
on, Harry, get hold of yourself! 

You pretend an actional answer, more than tiiat the world is full of people who 
commit crimes, at the top of page 5. You say the fakes worked very well. That is just as 
true of the same pictures and --rays if they are not fakes. 3 0 you still have gibfen no 
nfiswer because those I say I believe are the originals do destroy the official case. 

You have not addressed this in anyjf way. 

You say that ~vT ~ you were officially a hero years ago. Y 0 u are modest. Y ou never 
mentioend it. Care to? 

I did say the pdrsectors lied about the point of entry on the back of the head and 
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I did that on the basis of the measurement in the Clark panel measurement, which makes 
it about .four inches higher than the doctors testified before the Commission. Another 
of their lies for you, (i think that U umes said the same thing, just about, to HSCA, 
and he was under oath then.) It was no more complicated than that. On something the 
size jisk a head, four inches is a significant misstatement indeed! 

sent me a copy of the cover of the medical journal dated 3/77, I had the 
Clark panel report the end of 12/£8 or very early l/b9 and I wrote that part of &at 
/f ortem immediately, beginning the night before they began to empanel the Shaw jury, when 
I was in u ew Orleans. I published it in 1975, in facsimile. So I did not see you point 
on the phone and don't now. If you are interested in the circumstanes , I'll tell you. 

But I was the first person putside the government to read it and I began my juialysia 
as soon as I got it. I mean by this within minutes. 

Before I close I want to make a plont about the issues on which we disagree. You 
are entitled to your opinions and beliefs. But you have no right to demand that I or anyone 
else must agree with them. I say again that I see no point in faking the pictures .or X-rays 
and A believe that I entirely destroyed the official mythology, which is far from my opinion 
only, by treating them as authentic, I may be repeatigf myself in telling you that Meagher 
said the rought drafi, which was also th* last draft, was a tour de fo^rce. I've gotten 
something close to 20,000 letters from strangers and I've appeared in the depositions we 
took from the FBI agents and to this day nobody has shown any significant error in any 
of my work. It was closely examined inside the government, and-±t had every motise for 
finding error. So, as of now, I have no reason to change my mind and I think you ought 
not even suggest it. lou stand on your feet, I stand on mine. 

I can recall being asked about your book by only one reporter and I refused to day 
anything about it. So I've not tiikon '.:he cudgels up against you, as you persist in rep- 
resenting. The thiggs you point out are neither libel nor slander and as you'll realize 

A* 

if you can cool down long enough, I've not said aything to anybody else that I've not said 
to you about your book. 

I do again suggest that you should examine jfl to your state of mind because instead 
of hurting you I've tried to help you and I've avoided any public comment. 1’a ct is I told 
a number or people who asked me how they could get the book by mail before you got good 
distribution for it, I didn t have to. I could have said I don't know. 

There is controversy between us only because you make it. I've initiated nothing. 

And as I wish you could understand, it is not good for me now at my age and in my state of 
health. 

I think I mentioned tjour .oferring Miller to me. If you get any other such inquiries 
please refer them to A ABC because I'm just not up to searching now. If AKRC does not have 
what i3 asked, they know what I have and they can refer. Moreover, searching is too 
burdensome for me now. As you know, I can^t stand still for any length of time and that 
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one has to do in searching. 

If as I've suggested often enough you sale David or iiick to check the W record 
that obliterated your name, I suggest that they go over the list of those records I gave 
them to see if they can pinpoint it. That would save them much time here. 

fflhey've had unsupervised access to everything here, as you know. I don't know 
what they copy unless they show it to me or asm me about it. 

Copying reminds me of another reason for referring people to AaHC first. The 
per-copy cost on out machine is really quite high. It was inexpensive to buy and we were 
misled on the cost thereafter. The maintain; mce servicing costs are necessary and they 
are astronomical. 

I do hope you'll try to think along the lines K've indicated. I think ife is im- 
portant to you. You have veen working yourself up too much and really not reasonably. 

I'll read and correct this as soon as I can. among other things I have to go get 
an opthalmalogist's report on his examination of Dil, which he failed to send to our 
family doctor and then we have to get to see him so he can make a referral. Tomorrow an 
old friend is coming for two days with a son who wants my help on a book on a different 
subject and in use of FOIA. But I'll do it as soon as I can. 

Sincerely, 

Harold Weis berg 



